Building on that foundation, two hypotheses are generated, and the results of the study are presented.
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-steve.rundle@biola.edu M uch attention has been given in recent years to the role of business in missions. Often called "business as mission" (BAM), the integration of business and missions presents new opportunities and raises new questions for mission scholars. It represents an opportunity in that BAM is the only ministry or mission strategy that has the potential to create wealth and support itself. All other ministries in various ways must transfer wealth from one group (individual donors, governments, and so forth) to another to stay afloat. Yet this self-supporting aspect also raises some important theological, legal, and economic questions. Theologically, it requires Christians to develop an understanding of how business relates to missio Dei. Legally, those conducting BAM within the context of a government-approved charity must exercise great care to avoid violating the law. Economically, since BAM is essentially a for-profit ministry, it raises many questions about how to structure and manage such a ministry for maximum impact.
This article focuses on the economic question, specifically the role-good or bad-of economic incentives within a BAM context. A concern held by many mission leaders is that economic incentives, if left unchecked, can cause practitioners to lose sight of their ministry goals. Indeed, this fear underlies the advice often given to missionary-practitioners that they should keep their businesses small and continue to draw donor support rather than become dependent on the business for their salaries.
The findings of this study do not support this concern. Based on a survey of 119 BAM practitioners, it finds that donor-supported practitioners are no more effective in producing spiritual fruit than their business-supported peers. Furthermore, in terms of other kinds of "fruit," business-supported practitioners report significantly better results. This difference may partially be a function of firm size-donor-supported BAM practitioners tend to have smaller businesses than business-supported practitioners and are therefore likely to have regular contact with fewer people. Conversely, a thriving, highly visible business has greater transformative potential than a struggling, low-profile business. The evidence presented in this article suggests that, for a BAM business to have a meaningful impact in a community, it should be structured and incentivized much like a "regular" business, which includes (1) an independent board of directors and (2) salaries that are based, at least in part, on the company's performance.
We consider first the definition and goals of a BAM business, followed by a review of previous empirical work in this area.
Definition and Goals of a BAM Business
Today we have a bewildering range of definitions of BAM. It might be helpful to think of the alternatives on a continuum, as shown in the four contrasts below. On one end are those who see BAM mainly as a vehicle for evangelism and church planting. These practitioners are usually affiliated with a missionary-sending agency or denomination and are often donor supported. They may engage in business somewhat reluctantly, for they would rather be doing "regular missionary work," but the country in which they serve does not issue visas for such work. For them, business is primarily a means to an end, and time spent doing business is by definition time not spent doing ministry. Small businesses are often preferred, and donor support is seen as essential for (1) insulating practitioners from the pressures that accompany running a business and (2) keeping practitioners focused on their ministry goals.
At the other end of the continuum are those who see BAM as a long-overdue acknowledgment that business is itself a divine calling and a ministry, one that is every bit as important as the work of pastors and missionaries. Practitioners who hold this view are often in a "regular business" context in the sense that they are typically not affiliated with a missionary-sending agency. They are sincere Christians who find themselves, for various economic reasons, located in a part of the world that has great social and spiritual need. Their definition of ministry is often broader than that of the average missionary, but the impact they have when led by the Holy Spirit can be no less impressive.
As with any continuum, most entries fall somewhere in between the two end points. In fact, there is widespread agreement on at least one point-the ultimate goal is to glorify God and to help facilitate the "holistic transformation" of a community, introducing true shalom. The differences come down to one's theological starting points and areas of emphasis. Advocates of BAM have begun referring to the areas of emphasis as the "bottom lines" of a BAM business, which, in addition to financial profitability, include explicit social, environmental, and spiritual goals.
Previous Empirical Work on BAM
Thus far, most evidence on the impact of BAM has been anecdotal and based on limited case studies. 1 The idiosyncratic nature of such evidence makes it difficult to draw any generalizable con-
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clusions. Unfortunately, we presently have only a few rigorous studies that attempt to identify consistent strengths or weaknesses among a large sample of BAM businesses. Of those, none look explicitly at the role of economic incentives, although to the extent that they shed light on other kinds of incentives, they are relevant and interesting. The first and perhaps most ambitious study was conducted by Patrick Lai as part of his doctoral work at the Asia Graduate School of Theology. This study was a follow-up to Donald Hamilton's groundbreaking research published in 1987 on tentmaker effectiveness.
2 Like Hamilton's study, Lai's definition of "effective" centered on spiritual outcomes, specifically: (1) the number of people the tentmakers led to Christ, (2) the number of people they discipled in the Word, and (3) the number of churches they planted. In addition to being focused exclusively on the single "bottom line" of spiritual impact, it looked only at individual effectiveness, not at the effectiveness of a team or business.
Most of Lai's subjects were donor-supported tentmakers affiliated with missionary-sending agencies who themselves emphasized evangelistic outcomes over other measures of kingdom impact. Somewhat predictably, those who stood out as most effective were spiritually mature and evangelistically zealous, as well as socially well adjusted, focused, and well organized. 3 Lai also discovered something counterintuitive: those who believed that the ultimate objective of mission was simply to win people to Christ were actually less effective in accomplishing these goals. The most consistently effective tentmakers were those who defined their objective as "transforming society" more generally. These findings provide our first hint that a holistic, multiple-bottom-line approach to ministry may ultimately be more fruitful, even in terms of spiritual outcomes.
Another study that considered the effectiveness of BAM-but at the business level rather than the individual level-reached a similar conclusion. Like the previous study, this one was part of a doctoral program. Mark Russell carried out the study at Asbury Theological Seminary and published it in 2011 under the title The Use of Business in Missions in Chiang Mai, Thailand. 4 In an effort to reduce the number of cultural and geopolitical variables, Russell focused on the single city of Chiang Mai, where he conducted an in-depth study of twelve self-identified missionary-run businesses. The results were similar to Lai's, although much more pronounced-those who had a single-minded focus on spiritual fruit were surprisingly less effective at producing spiritual fruit than those who had broader goals.
Two other studies looked at the motivations of BAM practitioners, not their impact. David Bronkema and Christopher Brown found evidence that, despite all the references in the BAM literature to societal transformation, practitioners themselves seem to care only about the economic and spiritual impact. 5 In their survey of thirty-nine "practitioners and theorists," not one identified societal or developmental transformation as one of the expected outcomes or best practices. In another study, Linda Christiansen attended a seminar for aspiring BAM practitioners in Chiang Mai. She administered a survey to the nineteen seminar participants and two coaches and later conducted follow-up interviews with ten of the participants as well as the coaches. Contrary to Bronkema and Brown, she concluded that BAM practitioners are more interested in societal and spiritual outcomes than in the economic viability of their businesses. 6 These studies suggest that much more empirical work is needed before we can say with any confidence how, and under what circumstances, BAM has a kingdom impact. The present study is an attempt to begin filling that gap.
Hypotheses
Previous studies looked at the priorities of BAM practitioners and, in the case of Lai and Russell, compared these priorities with actual outcomes. Given the important role economic incentives play in shaping one's priorities, there is a need for more studies that look at how such incentives help or hinder a BAM initiative.
Therefore, this study looks at the correlation, if any, between how BAM practitioners are paid and their reported outcomes. In line with the concept of "holistic transformation," the study employs the "quadruple bottom line" language that is common in the BAM literature, namely, that of improving the conditions of a community's economic, social, spiritual, and environmental circumstances. 7 Taking the "business-as-mission continuum" above as an accurate depiction of the BAM movement, we can propose two hypotheses. The first flows from the prediction that BAM practitioners who are completely dependent on the business for their personal salaries will devote more time and energy to the business and are therefore more likely to have a greater economic impact. Simply stated: Hypothesis 1: Business-supported BAM practitioners will have a greater (more beneficial) economic impact on the local community than their donor-supported peers.
The second hypothesis assumes that donor-supported BAM practitioners, because they are freed from the pressures of growing a successful business, will be more accountable for producing explicit spiritual fruit, more focused on that goal, and more effective in that area.
Hypothesis 2:
Donor-supported BAM practitioners will be more effective in producing spiritual fruit than their business-supported peers.
Data and Methodology
In an attempt to assess the link between compensation and impact, a fifty-nine-question survey was constructed and made available to BAM practitioners around the world via SurveyMonkey. Leaders of mission agencies and BAM networks were asked to assist in getting the word out. Rather than impose a "correct" definition of BAM and risk excluding some well-intentioned Christians, the survey was made available to anyone who self-identified as a BAM practitioner. This included donor-supported missionarypractitioners and self-supported "regular" business people who were not affiliated with a missionary-sending organization. The Unfortunately, only a few rigorous studies attempt to identify consistent strengths or weaknesses among a large sample of BAM businesses.
entirely from donors, 35 were living entirely on income from the business, and 46 were drawing salaries from a combination of the two sources. See table 1 for the demographic breakdown.
This largely white, male, and American sample is probably not an accurate reflection of the BAM movement as a whole, but rather of the North American and Western European components of that movement. Thus, the responses given and the conclusions drawn may apply only to North Americans and Europeans.
As we can see in table 2, nearly all the businesses represented in the sample are for-profit enterprises, which holds true as well for the donor-supported practitioners. One striking difference between the two groups is in the area of accountability and governance. Nearly 80 percent of the practitioners who are fully business-supported work for companies that have a board of directors, whereas boards of directors are much less common for the donor-supported practitioners. The reverse is true for affiliation with a missionary-sending agency or denomination: fully 97 percent of the donor-supported practitioners are affiliated with an agency, compared with 35.3 percent of the businesssupported practitioners.
To test the possibility that boards and agencies are equally effective forms of accountability for BAM businesses, Wilcoxon tests were run to ascertain the overall impact of companies with a board only and those with agency affiliation only. The impact of a board on total effectiveness is quite strong and statistically significant, with a p-value of 0.0001919. The impact of agency affiliation, however, is negligible. Simply stated, an independent board of directors makes a big difference on total impact, but agency affiliation does not. Tests were also performed on individual bottom lines to see whether perhaps a board or agency affiliation was positively correlated with high scores in specific areas. Surprisingly, no correlation was found with respect to individual bottom lines. For example, agency affiliation did not lead to higher scores in the spiritual bottom line, and having an independent board was not correlated with lower scores in the spiritual bottom line. Table 3 shows the geographic distribution of the businesses. Most of them (those in lines 1 and 3-5) are operating in the so-called 10/40 Window.
11 Specifically, 81.5 percent of the donor-supported practitioners, and 77.1 percent of the businesssurvey was completely anonymous and did not ask for any contact information.
A "BAM practitioner" was defined at the outset as a person involved in a business-either for-profit or not-for-profit-that sells a product or service to paying customers. Ministries that give away their product or service (e.g., hospitals for the poor) or those involved in training or mobilizing BAM practitioners were excluded from the study. Also excluded were Christians who worked for companies that did not have an "expressly Christian purpose." For example, a Christian accountant working for Intel in Malaysia would not be considered a BAM practitioner because the company itself does not have an expressly Christian purpose. In addition to asking for demographic information (e.g., age, gender, and educational background), the survey asked questions relating to the company's location, structure, industry, and impact in the areas of economic (8 questions), social (5 questions), spiritual (7 questions), and environmental (5 questions) transformation. 8 Some questions were repeated across all four bottom lines and provided opportunity for qualitative self-assessments in each of the four areas. For example, a question asked for each bottom line was "How would you rate the impact of your business over the past three years?" The possible answers were "Exceptionally strong," "Generally pretty good," "OK, but could be better," "Not very good," and "We're not making a serious effort in this area." Other questions were attempts to quantify the impact by identifying specific activities consistent with that bottom line, resources devoted to those activities, or specific outcomes.
Responses to the question "How would you rate the [economic, social, spiritual, or environmental] impact of your business over the past three years?" were then converted to a four-point Likert scale. Responses of "We're not making a serious effort in this area" were assigned a zero score, and the responses "Exceptionally strong" and "Generally pretty good" were grouped together and assigned the top score of three. 9 Once converted to a numerical score, it became possible to rank surveys either by total impact (the sum of the scores) or by specific bottom lines. Wilcoxon signed-rank tests were then performed to determine whether there is a statistically significant difference in the performance of fully donor-supported and fully business-supported BAM practitioners.
Results and Assessment
Demographic and geographic breakdown. Of the 190 surveys collected over two years, 71 were discarded either because they were woefully incomplete or early-stage start-ups or because they failed the test described above of being a BAM practitioner. Also excluded were those operating in North America. 10 Of the 119 surveys remaining, 38 respondents drew their salaries One striking difference between donor-supported BAM and businesssupported BAM is in the area of accountability and governance.
supported practitioners are operating in this region. Given the sample sizes, the differences between the two subgroups are statistically insignificant.
Assessing the impact of BAM companies. One observation that became immediately obvious from the surveys was that, in practice, the first three bottom lines-economic, social, and spiritual-are prominent concerns among BAM practitioners, but there is far from any consensus about the importance of having explicitly environmental goals. Most respondents claimed either to be "not making any effort" or "not doing very well" in this area. Indeed, only 2.9 percent of the donor-supported practitioners and only 17.1 percent of the business-supported practitioners reported having any explicit goals in this area. For simplicity's sake, therefore, the environmental bottom line was dropped from the analysis that follows. Of the remaining three bottom lines, the first tests were performed on total impact, meaning the sum of the Likert scores for the three bottom lines. This was seen as a crude approximation for impact that is holistic in nature. Given that each bottom line had a high score of three, this gives a possible total score of nine. The Wilcoxon signed-rank test is a test of medians-specifically, whether the medians are significantly different between the two subgroups. The null hypothesis is that there is no difference between the medians. In this case, the median score for the business-supported practitioners was 7, compared with 5 for the donor-supported practitioners. This large difference was statistically significant, with a p-value of 0.000116.
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Next we turn to individual bottom lines, and specifically to Hypothesis 1, which focuses on the economic bottom line, and Hypothesis 2, which isolates the spiritual bottom line.
As far as the economic impact is concerned, there is no contest. The evidence overwhelmingly supports Hypothesis 1. Whether we look at gross revenue, number of employees, or self-reported qualitative descriptions of impact, the companies and practitioners that are fully supported by income from the business report a much greater economic impact than those that are donor supported. For example, the average cumulative revenue over three years for donor-supported businesses is $282,000, compared with $11.4 million for those fully self-supported-a forty-fold difference. As table 4 makes clear, 74 percent of the donor-supported practitioners worked for companies that generated $150,000 or less in sales revenue over three years. By comparison, 75 percent of the self-supported companies generated over $1.2 million in sales over the same time period.
Donor-supported businesses also employ far fewer local workers, averaging 9.0 full-time and 3.7 part-time employees, compared with 73.4 and 26.1, respectively, for the self-supported businesses. None of the donor-supported practitioners worked for companies that employed more than 50 people, compared with 40 percent of the business-supported practitioners who worked in such companies. Responses to the qualitative questions were consistent with these findings in the sense that the business-supported practitioners report being better known and respected in the community for the economic benefits they bring.
Although no hypothesis was articulated for the social bottom line (physical, noneconomic impact), it is worth noting that the differences between the two subgroups were also striking and statistically significant, although not as large as the economic impact. Many are engaged in philanthropy, community development, and education, but once again we see that, whether one looks at resources devoted to these activities or at self-reported descriptions of local impact and awareness, the companies and practitioners that are fully supported by income from the business have a greater social impact than those that are donor supported.
Perhaps the most interesting and in some ways surprising findings were in the area of the spiritual "bottom line." Here the null hypothesis of no difference between the two subgroups could not be rejected. In other words, this study did not find evidence to support Hypothesis 2, which says that donor-supported practitioners will be more effective in producing spiritual fruit than their business-supported peers. This finding is worth looking at in some detail.
As with the other bottom lines, multiple questions were used to assess spiritual impact, including the number of people who have heard the Gospel "because of the business's presence in the community," number of converts, number of new believers being discipled, as well as qualitative self-assessment questions like those used in the other categories. Regretfully, the attempt to quantify the number of converts (and other categories) largely failed. Many respondents either did not know, do not count, or provided unhelpful answers like "dozens" or "hundreds." To the extent that some people provided numbers, which provide a general sense of the actual figures, it is not obvious that Companies and practitioners that are fully supported by income from the business have a greater social impact than those that are donor supported.
donor-supported practitioners outperform those who are fully business-supported. This result is consistent with the qualitative self-assessments, which also show no statistical difference between the two groups. For example, in table 5 we see that 30.6 percent of the donor-supported respondents reported either "pretty good" or "exceptionally strong" results, compared with 37.1 percent of the business-supported practitioners. Given the sample sizes, the differences are a statistical tie, and we cannot reject the null hypothesis that there is no difference between the subgroups.
Approaching it from a different direction, table 6 reports the responses to a question about how well known the business is in the community for its faith and its desire to tell others about Christ. Here again we see that business-supported practitioners have a slight edge in that the companies they work for are better known in the community for their faith. This is consistent with the findings of Russell that companies that are more open and transparent about their faith have greater impact both economically and spiritually. 13 
Conclusions
This study found that, compared with fully donor-supported BAM practitioners, those who are fully supported by their business report significantly better results in the economic and social arenas, and are no less effective in producing spiritual results. It also found a strong, positive correlation between impact and accountability to an independent board of directors, but no such correlation for those who are affiliated only with a missionarysending agency.
It would be premature, however, to conclude that donor support or agency affiliation is a hindrance to BAM. As the old adage warns, "Correlation does not prove causation." Further study is needed to determine whether economic incentives alone explain the differences, or whether there are other factors that explain why donor-supported practitioners tend to underperform their business-supported peers.
Potentially One thing we can say with certainty is that the questions raised by the integration of business and missions will keep mission scholars busy for a long time! At this point, we have made little effort to make our faith known.
--
Notes
Evangelicalism is a broad family of the Christian faith...
The word 'evangelical' states our rootedness in the gospel…For us, evangelicalism is a broad family of the Christian faith, and this is especially important in today's world. We live at a time when evangelicalism is actually more present in Africa, Asia, and Latin America than it is in the United States of America.
Studying with us means benefiting from the global experience of our faculty and your fellow students. Our faculty's unity around the life, death, & resurrection of Jesus and the authority & inerrancy of Scripture allows for community-enriching diversity on everything else. 
